














education	 students.	 The	 second	 aim	was	 to	 investigate	 empirically	 perception	 of	 the	 online	
learning	environment	in	Turkish	context.	This	paper	consisted	of	three	models	explaining	online	





















Öğrenme	 Ortamları	 Ölçeği’nden	 elde	 edilen	 ölçümlerin,	 ölçeğin	 özgün	 boyutlarına	 uygun	
olarak	birinci	ve	ikinci	sıralı	doğrulayıcı	faktör	modellerine	uyumları	sınanmıştır.	Bu	sınamalar	













In	 recent	 years,	 studies	 on	 online	 learning	 environments,	 one	 of	 which	 is	 the	 learning	




broader	 area	 of	 psychosocial	 environment.	 Theoreticians	 and	 researchers	who	pioneered	 this	
emerging	field	have	increasingly	focused	their	attention	on	the	merging	structure	of	both	fields	










The	 online	 learning	 environment	 research	 in	 relation	 to	 its	 social-psychological	 context	
derived	 primarily	 from	 the	 work	 of	 psychologists	Walberg	 (1976)	 and	Moos	 (1974).	 Fraser’s	
investigation	 of	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 learning	 environments	 in	 enhancing	 learning	 (Goh	 &	
Khine,	2002;	Fraser	&	Fisher,	1994)	has	broadened	the	development	of	the	field	of	online	learning	
environment	which	was	initiated	approximately	10	years	ago.	Numerous	studies	of	the	online	




















The	 OLES	 is	 a	 psychosocial	 learning	 environment	 instrument	 designed	 specifically	 to	
measure	 post-secondary	 online	 learning	 environments.	 The	OLES	was	 initially	 demonstrated	













(WIHIC;	 1996);	 (4)	 Student	 interaction	 and	 collaboration	 (Scale	 III,	 consisting	 of	 6	 items),	 (5)	
Authentic	learning	(Scale	V,	consisting	of	5	items)	and	(6)	Student	autonomy	(Scale	VI,	consisting	
of	5	items)	are	built	upon	the	work	of	Walker	(DELES;	2004);	(7)	 	Personal	relevance	(Scale	IV,	




































































Female Male Female Male Female Male Total
Public	University 96 168 114 145 50 109 682
Private		University 13 29 41 21 28 88 220








statistical	 functions	 including	 relation	between	 item	and	psychological	 constructs	 intended	 to	
measure	(Yurdugül	&	Aşkar,	2008).	The	first	measurement	model	in	this	study	is	based	on	relation	




Model	 II	 was	 conducted	 on	 the	 empirical	 measurement	 models	 obtained	 principal	
component	analysis	with	varimax	rotation.	Model	II	analyzed	in	terms	of	first	order	confirmatory	
factor	analysis.	In	this	model,	we	used	the	data	set	gathered	in	Turkish	sample	by	OLES,	adapted	
into	Turkish	 language	and	we	named	the	scale	as	OLES-TR.	The	model	 II	consisted	of	 twelve	
subscales.
Model	III:	Higher	Order	Relations
























of	 the	OLES	54-survey	 items.	As	from	first	model,	 toward	this	goal,	we	conducted	CFA	using	
data	 from	 the	 sample	 (N=902).	For	 this	 analysis,	 the	CFA	yielded	unsatisfactory	model	fit	 for	
the	hypothesized	factor	structure	of	OLES.	Model	fit	 indices	revealed	relatively	unsatisfactory	





In	 order	 to	 examine	 the	 structural	 hypotheses,	 Model	 II	 was	 conducted	 to	 explore	 the	















2.	 The	 original	 “Equity”	 items	was	 split	 into	 two	different	 subfactors:	 “Service	Equality	
Scale	VIIa”	and	“Equality	of	Opportunity	Scale	VIIb”	(see	Fig.	2);
3.	 The	original	“Asynchronicity”	items	was	split	into	two	different	subfactors:	“Asynchronous	





































































































Table	 III	provides	 the	scale	 the	means,	standard	deviations	 (SD),	 factor	 loadings	 ( )	with	
probabilities	(P),	errors	( 2),	and	reliability	coefficients	(Guttman-Cronbach’s	alpha)	for	the	Model	
II	 (OLES-TR).	As	 Table	 III	 shows,	 the	 fit	 indexes	 difference	 tests	 were	 significant,	 indicating	
that	 the	 twelve-factor	OLES-TR	 (empirical	model)	 fits	 significantly	 better	 than	 the	 nine-factor	
hypothesized	Model	 I	 (OLES).	 Thus,	 Model	 I	 OLES-TR	 is	 considered	 a	 plausible	 alternative	
model	of	underlying	data	structure.		
Given	 the	 OLES-TR,	 our	 examination	 suggested	 a	 significant	 improvement	 using	 CFA	
again.	 The	 variance-covariance	 matrices	 among	 the	 OLES-TR	 subtest	 scores	 were	 submitted	
for	CFA	analyses	(Benter	&	Wu,	1995).	Examining	this	model	with	CFA	also	provided	a	test	of	
the	necessity	of	 incorporating	correlated	factors.	The	standardized	maximum	likelihood	factor	
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Factors Item Mean SD P
Computer-Mediated	Interaction
(Scale	Ia)
1 3.42 1.3 0.59 0.65 0.05
0.732 3.14 1.3 0.78 0.38 0.04
6 4.13 1 0.70 0.51 0.04
Computer-Mediated	Learning	
(Scale	Ib)
3 4.38 0.9 0.79 0.37 0.03
0.784 3.73 1.1 0.64 0.59 0.03
5 2.97 1.4 0.76 0.42 0.03
Teacher	Support
(TS)
7 4.14 1 0.64 0.59 0.03
0.86
8 3.65 1.3 0.63 0.60 0.04
9 3.98 1.1 0.64 0.55 0.03
10 3.7 1.2 0.65 0.58 0.03
11 4.18 1 0.19 0.96 0.03
12 3.72 1.3 0.70 0.51 0.04
13 3.97 1.2 0.70 0.51 0.03




15 2.8 1.4 0.81 0.34 0.04
0.91
16 2.78 1.3 0.80 0.37 0.04
17 2.94 1.3 0.79 0.37 0.04
18 2.91 1.3 0.80 0.36 0.04
19 2.73 1.3 0.85 0.27 0.04
20 2.77 3.5 0.32 0.90 0.05
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Personal	Relevance								(PR)
21 3.8 1.1 0.73 0.46 0.03
0.80
22 4.26 0.9 0.52 0.73 0.03
23 3.21 1.2 0.69 0.53 0.04
24 3.61 1.1 0.80 0.36 0.03
25 3.6 1.1 0.60 0.63 0.04
Authentic	Learning
(AL)
26 3.33 1.1 0.84 0.30 0.03
0.87
27 3.44 1.1 0.83 0.31 0.03
28 3.26 1.2 0.75 0.44 0.03
29 3.42 1.1 0.77 0.40 0.03
30 3.31 1.2 0.59 0.65 0.04
Student	Autonomy
(SA)
31 4.19 0.9 0.65 0.57 0.03
0.76
32 4.33 0.8 0.52 0.72 0.03
34 4.3 0.9 0.79 0.37 0.03
35 4.38 0.8 0.70 0.51 0.03
Service	Equality 
(Scale	VIIa)
36 4.24 1 0.81 0.35 0.03
0.8337 4.01 1.2 0.76 0.42 0.04
38 4.26 1 0.82 0.33 0.03
Equality	of	Opportunity
Scale	VIIb
40 4.11 1.1 0.56 0.69 0.04
0.7841 3.86 1.3 0.94 0.12 0.03
42 4.32 1 0.75 0.44 0.03
Enjoyment
(EN)
39 4.48 0.9 0.62 0.62 0.04
0.87
43 3.95 1.1 0.33 0.89 0.04
44 3.65 1.3 0.76 0.43 0.04
45 4.05 1.1 0.84 0.30 0.03
46 3.98 1.2 0.89 0.21 0.03
47 3.5 1.4 0.74 0.46 0.04




49 4.17 1 0.77 0.41 0.03
0.74




51 4.37 0.8 0.76 0.43 0.03
0.72
52 4.14 1.1 0.78 0.39 0.03
53 3.22 1.4 0.35 0.88 0.05















&	 Sörbum,	 1993)	 was	 applied	 for	 the	 analysis	 of	 attitudes	 towards	 perception	 on	 OLES-TR	
attributes	to	gain	the	generalizability	of	the	factor	structure.	Model	III	to	be	tested	in	the	present	


































solution	 from	 the	original	English	 study,	both	 in	 terms	of	 the	number	of	 items	and	 the	 items	
constructed	of	each	latent	variable.	Results	suggest	that	of	the	models	we	tested,	the	twelve	factor	
model	appeared	to	account	best	for	the	covariance	between	OLES	items.
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•	Computer-Mediated	Learning	 (Scale	 Ib):	 This	 scale	 included	 the	 other	 three	 of	 the	 six	
Computer	usage	 items	 (see	Fig.	2).	The	degree	 to	which	 the	 students	and	 teachers	developed	
close,	partnership-style	relations	confirms	interpersonal	and	social	presence	in	a	non-contiguous,	
technologically	mediated	learning	environment.







•	Asynchronous	Communication	Tools	With	On-Demand	Access	 (Scale	 IXa):	Two	of	 the	
Asynchronicity	 items	 loaded	 on	 Scale	 VIIIa	 (see	 Fig.	 3),	 and	 reveal	 the	 degree	 to	 which	 the	
students	use	the	asynchronous	communication	tools	with	on-demand	access	methods.
•	 Reflective	 Thinking	 In	 Asynchronous	 Communication	 (Scale	 IXb):	 Four	 of	 the	 six	
Asynchronicity	items	loaded	on	a	Scale	VIIIb.	The	original	OLES	does	include	reflective	thinking	
items	 in	 Asynchronicity	 scale,	 but	 these	 items	 do	 not	 directly	 assess	 reflective	 thinking	 in	
asynchronous	communication	(see	Fig.	3).





The	 six	 new	 factors	 of	 the	OLES-TR	 identified	 by	 the	 present	 study	 reflect	 the	 fact	 that	
research	on	online	learning	environment	is	developing	and	getting	more	mature.
(3)	 Although	 Trinidad,	Aldridge	 and	 Fraser	 (2004)	 found	 evidence	 for	 fewer	 factors	 or	
dimensions	 of	 original	 OLES,	 CFA	 results	 confirmed	 an	 extended	 factor	 structure.	 The	 CFA	
provided	support	for	the	existence	of	twelve	distinct	factors	within	the	OLES-TR.
(4)	The	item	analysis	revealed	that	the	OLES-TR	is	a	reliable	scale.	The	output	of	internal	









	 It	 is	 our	 hope	 that	 this	 study	 raises	 awareness	 of	 this	 issue	 and	 provides	 insights	 into	
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1 9,884 18,303 18,303
2 3,859 7,146 25,449
3 3,748 6,941 32,390
4 2,916 5,401 37,791
5 2,496 4,622 42,413
6 2,419 4,479 46,892
7 2,202 4,079 50,971
8 1,870 3,463 54,433
9 1,702 3,152 57,585
10 1,248 2,310 59,895
11 1,153 2,134 62,030
12 1,071 1,983 64,013
13 ,937 1,735 65,748
14 ,871 1,614 67,362
15 ,858 1,588 68,950
16 ,786 1,455 70,406
17 ,747 1,384 71,790
18 ,701 1,299 73,089
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